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WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the 
time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter 
pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the 
claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application 
indicating obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 1-6, 8-10, 12-14, and 16-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ahrens et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,832,329) in view of Mahoney (U.S. 
Publication No. 2003/0140268). 

As per claims 1 and 8, Ahrens discloses a method for monitoring a driver output, 
comprising the steps of: 

taking error precautions only if a fault state has occurred for a specified period of 
time (column 1 , lines 52-60; Note: Ahrens relies upon five consecutive errors being 
found. This would take five cycles of checking for the error which would be equivalent 
to a specified period of time depending on the length of the cycles). 
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Ahrens fails to disclose influencing the driver output after the fault has been 
determined. 

Mahoney discloses providing for actively influencing the driver output in order to 
perform fault analysis, and influencing the driver output after a fault state has occurred 
(paragraph 8; Note: How the fault severity level for the input signal is found is shown in 
paragraph 31 , which is the same method as used for the output signal as shown in 
paragraph 39. It is understood that by choosing which output driver to use based on the 
driver severity level is influencing the driver output). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the driver output influencing as taught by Mahoney in the 
method taught by Ahrens. It would have been obvious because Mahoney allows for the 
proper output driver to not be used based on its fault severity level (Mahoney: 
paragraph 8), which would combine with Ahrens method of not generating false error 
reports (Ahrens: column 1, lines 46-49) to produce a method that would allow the driver 
to only not be used when there is a true error. 

As per claims 2, 9, and 17, Ahrens discloses a method wherein the driver output 
is checked cyclically for the occurrence of a fault state (column 1 , lines 52-60). 

As per claims 3, 10, and 18 Ahrens discloses a method wherein the specified 
period of time is considered to have elapsed if the fault state has occurred at the driver 
output for a prespecified number of consecutive cycles (column 1, lines 52-60). 

As per claims 4, 12, and 19 Ahrens discloses a method wherein it is possible to 
configure the prespecified number of consecutive cycles (column 1, lines 52-60; the 
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number of consecutive cycles is configured to be five). 

As per claims 5, 13, and 20, Mahoney discloses a method wherein the fault state 
at the driver output is represented by a binary value (paragraph 31; Note: Using the fault 
flags is a way to store the severity level in binary). 

As per claims 6, 14, and 21 Mahoney discloses a method wherein the binary 
value representing the fault state at the binary output is stored (paragraph 31 ; Note: 
Using the fault flags is a way to store the severity level in binary). 

As per claim 16, Ahrens discloses a method for monitoring a driver output, 
comprising the steps of: 

performing a fault analysis of the driver (column 1, lines 52-60); 

determining whether an error occurred (column 1 , lines 52-60); 

taking error precautions only if a fault state has occurred for a specified period of 
time (column 1 , lines 52-60; Note: Ahrens relies upon five consecutive errors being 
found. This would take five cycles of checking for the error which would be equivalent 
to a specified period of time depending on the length of the cycles). 

Ahrens fails to disclose influencing the driver output after the fault has been 
determined. 

Mahoney discloses providing for actively influencing the driver output after a fault 
state has occurred (paragraph 8; Note: How the fault severity level for the input signal is 
found is shown in paragraph 31, which is the same method as used for the output signal 
as shown in paragraph 39. It is understood that by choosing which output driver to use 
based on the driver severity level is influencing the driver output). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the driver output influencing as taught by Mahoney in the 
method taught by Ahrens. It would have been obvious because Mahoney allows for the 
proper output driver to not be used based on its fault severity level (Mahoney: 
paragraph 8), which would combine with Ahrens method of not generating false error 
reports (Ahrens: column 1 , lines 46-49) to produce a method that would allow the driver 
to only not be used when there is a true error. 

Claims 7, 15, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ahrens in view of Mahoney in further view of Fought et al. (U.S. Publication No. 
2003/0005374). 

Ahrens and Mahoney are relied upon for reasons stated in the previous section. 
Ahrens and Mahoney fail to disclose a test pulse sent to the driver input and/or 

output. 

Fought discloses a method wherein the active influencing of the driver output 
comprises application of a series of test pulses to the driver input and/or the driver 
output (abstract; paragraph 16, lines 21-46; Note: the signals are performing the 
functions of the test pulses). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the driver output influencing as taught by Fought in the 
method taught by Ahrens and Mahoney. It would have been obvious because Fought's 
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testing system allows for the proper functionality (paragraph 2). 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David G. Gentry whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
2570. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Scott Baderman can be reached on (571) 272-3644. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



